Mississippi State University

Scholars Junction
Theses and Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

5-2-2009

Variables that impact high school dropout
Mario Antonio Owens

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td

Recommended Citation
Owens, Mario Antonio, "Variables that impact high school dropout" (2009). Theses and Dissertations.
4948.
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td/4948

This Dissertation - Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at
Scholars Junction. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of
Scholars Junction. For more information, please contact scholcomm@msstate.libanswers.com.

VARIABLES THAT IMPACT HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT

By
Mario Antonio Owens

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Faculty of
Mississippi State University
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in Instructional Systems and Workforce Development
in the Department of Instructional Systems
and Workforce Development
Mississippi State, Mississippi
May 2009

Copyright by
Mario Antonio Owens
2009

VARIABLES THAT IMPACT HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT

By
Mario Antonio Owens

Approved:

_______________________________
Anthony A. Olinzock
Professor of Instructional Systems
and Workforce Development
(Major Advisor and Director
of Dissertation)

_______________________________
Jianxia Du
Associate Professor of Instructional
Systems and Workforce Development
(Committee Member)

______________________________
Jerry Mathews
Associate Professor of Leadership and
Foundations
(Committee Member)

______________________________
James Davis
Assistant Professor of Leadership and
Foundations
(Committee Member)

______________________________
Linda Cornelious
Professor and Interim
Department Head of Instructional
Systems and Workforce Development
(Graduate Coordinator)

_______________________________
Richard Blackbourn
Dean of the College of Education

Name: Mario Antonio Owens
Date of Degree: May 2, 2009
Institution: Mississippi State University
Major Field: Instructional Systems and Workforce Development
Major Professor: Dr. Anthony A. Olinzock
Title of Study: VARIABLES THAT IMPACT HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT
Pages in Study: 85
Candidate for Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
The purpose of this study was to determine which variables contribute to high
school dropout in a north central Mississippi school district’s only high school. The study
population consisted of 301 students who enrolled as freshman in a north central
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Many reform efforts related to the American educational system over the past few
years have been aimed at ensuring that all students are on equal educational levels. One
of the most recent examples is the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 which
forced most states to examine critically services provided to students. This legislation
was enacted to hold states accountable for student performance, thus, allowing federal
government involvement and equal educational opportunities for all (Amrein & Berliner,
2003). The legislation contains several hundred pages of information detailing what states
should do to raise school standards in order to receive federal funding. With much
emphasis placed on testing, many states are beginning to fail academically, leading to
more complex issues that appear later in the student’s academic career – such as high
school dropout.
Dr. Hank Bounds, Mississippi State Superintendent of Education in Mississippi,
acknowledges “Every hour on the hour, 1.5 students drop out of school in
Mississippi…twenty-four hours a day, 365 days per year” (2006, n.p.). Rumberger and
Thomas (2000) suggested that “students who drop out of school suffer from a host of
negative consequences ranging from high unemployment and low earnings to poor health
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and criminal activity” (p. 40). According to the U.S. Department of Labor (1995), a fulltime worker with a college degree earned 38% more than a high school graduate in 1979;
in 1994 the difference increased to 74%. According to Carnevale (1998), there are
several economic consequences of high school dropout in the United States. He
suggested “Dropping out is costly not only to the individual but also to society as well
because high school graduates earn about 70% more than those who drop out” (p. 12).
Kaplan and Luck (1987) proposed that high school dropout directly impacted local, state,
and federal tax revenues. They further reported that “lost tax revenues from high school
dropouts to be approximately seventy billion dollars over a 10-year period” (Kaplan &
Luck, 1987, p. 44).
Economics play a crucial role in whether or not students earn their high school
diploma. High school dropouts have significantly less earning power than non dropouts.
High school dropouts earn $9,200 less per year than high school graduates which equates
to about $1 million less over a lifetime than college graduates (Bridgeland, Diulio, &
Morison, 2006). According to the U.S. Department of Labor (1995), dropouts were 72%
more likely to be unemployed and those who were employed earned 27% less than high
school graduates. In the past, a high school diploma qualified many job applicants but it
recently has become simply a minimum requirement in the very competitive skilled labor
work force (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). Woods (1995) reported the following
consequences of dropping out:
1. As the pool of dropouts continues to grow, employment
opportunities for them are more limited because today’s economy
2

requires a labor force with increased literacy, more education,
enhanced technological skills and involvement in lifelong learning.
2. Income differences between dropouts and other citizens can be
expected to widen as the economy evolves, pitting Americans with
less education against computerized machines and workers in lowwage nations.
3. Growth of unskilled laborers in low-wage jobs will increase the
trend toward developing a large American underclass; a trend that
some analysts argue threatens the continuing existence of a
democratic way of life. (p. 16)
Fine and Rosenberg (1983) argued that dropping out of high school is one of the
best predictors of a low level of accomplishments for adults. High school dropouts are a
strain on the economy (U.S. Department of Education, 1998) and for many, receiving a
high school diploma has become a rite of passage, but for others it is viewed as a
daunting task, which eventually leads to high school dropout.
Statement of the Problem
There is an urgency to understand what’s causing high school student failure
(Suhyun, Suh, & Houston, 2007). What variables, if any, predict whether or not a student
will drop out of high school? The problem of this study was to determine the
relationships of selected predictor variables on high school dropout. The selected
independent variables were: a) gender, b) ethnicity, c) age, d) number of disciplinary
infractions, e) whether or not a student was socially promoted, f) number of grades
3

retained, g) number of absences, h) subject area testing scores, i) ninth grade retention,
and j) special education enrollment.
Purpose of the Study
The Mississippi Department of Education (2007) listed several possible variables
of high school dropout in its Dropout Prevention Plan, but does not address why students
fail to graduate from high school. The plan speculates as to why a large percentage of
students do not receive their high school diploma, but provides no concrete evidence
supporting various reasons a student drops out of high school. The primary purpose of
this study was to examine what variables contribute to high school dropout and to provide
school administrators with the warning signs that suggest possible dropout and,
hopefully, impacting in a positive way on the high school dropout rate.
Significance of the Study
This study will provide Mississippi high school administrators with information
that might help them target students who are at risk of dropping out. The results may also
aid Mississippi policy makers as they design, implement, and evaluate dropout
prevention plans throughout the state.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided the study were:
1. What is the relationship between demographic variables and high school
dropout?
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2. Is there a relationship between whether or not a student was socially promoted
(from seventh to ninth grade, from eighth to ninth grade, or from alternative
school to ninth grade) and high school dropout?
3. Is there a relationship between the number of absences and high school
dropout?
4. Is there a relationship between the number of grades retained and high school
dropout?
5. Is there a relationship between the number of students enrolled in special
education who dropout compared to the general population of students who
dropout?
6. Is there a relationship between ninth grade retention and high school dropout?
7. Does subject area testing performance influence high school dropout?
8. Is there a significant difference in the number of disciplinary infractions of
high school students who drop out of school compared to those who graduate?
9. Which variables best predict high school dropout?
Delimitations
This study focused on ten selected variables associated with high school dropout.
These variables included: gender, ethnicity, age, disciplinary infractions, whether or not
a student was socially promoted, number of grades retained, number of absences, subject
area testing scores, ninth grade retention, and special education enrollment. Other
variables that might be related to high school dropout were specifically excluded from
this study. This study only focused on 301 high school students in a single north central
5

Mississippi school district who entered high school during the 2002-2003 academic year
and could have graduated from high school in 2006. This study relied on the accuracy of
the reporting records of the school district.
Limitations
The study was limited in the following ways:
1. This study is limited to the population of 301 rural north central
Mississippi high school students who entered high school during the 20022003 academic year and could have graduated from high school in 2006.
Therefore, findings of this study may not be generalized to other
populations.
2. The results are only as accurate as the data entered into Mississippi
Student Information System (MSIS).
Definition of Terms
The following terms that are unique to this study, subject to multiple
interpretations or technical in nature are defined as follows for this study:
Attendance – the school district records daily attendance for each student;
cumulative absences are calculated upon completion of the school year.
Cohort – refers to the 301 who enrolled as freshman in a north central Mississippi
school district’s only high school during the 2002-2003 school year.
Criterion variable – the dependent variable that determines how each student is
categorized as dropout or non-dropout.
6

Dropout - refers to an individual who was enrolled in school at some time during
the previous school year; was not enrolled in school at the beginning of the current school
year; has not graduated from high school or completed a state or district approved
education program; and does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions:
transfer to another public school district, private school, or state or district approved
educational program; temporary absence due to suspension or school-approved illness; or
death (Mississippi Department of Education, 2007).
Predictor variable – a predictor variable is an identified characteristic that may
have a relationship to a student’s likelihood of dropping out of school.
Retention – is defined as “the practice of requiring a student who has been in a
given grade level for a full school year to remain at that level for a subsequent school
year” (Frey, 2005, p. 333).
Social Promotion – is “the practice of allowing students who have failed to meet
performance standards and academic standards to pass on to the next grade with their
peers instead of completing or satisfying the requirements” (U.S. Department of
Education, 1999).
Special Education – specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parent, to
meet the unique needs of a child with disabilities. It also includes instruction in the
classroom, home, hospitals, institutions, and other settings (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007).
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Subject Area Testing - students who began 9th grade in 2002-2003 (anticipated
graduation in 2006) must pass the Subject Area Tests in U.S. History from 1877, English
II, Biology I, and Algebra I (Mississippi Department of Education, 2007).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of variables that might play a
role in whether or not a student decides to drop out of high school. Such information
might empower teachers and administrators by allowing them to intervene earlier in
students’ academic program and hopefully lead to more students graduating from high
school. This chapter reviews high school dropout literature pertaining to variables of
interest for this study and other common reasons students choose to drop out of high
school. High school dropout is becoming an epidemic of large proportion in the United
States. According to Azzam (2007), “approximately one-third of all high school students
in the United States fail to graduate” and further noted “for Blacks and Hispanics, the
rates rise to 50 percent” (p. 91).
In 2001, the National Center for Education Statistics reported that there were 3.8
million, 16 to 24-year olds that weren’t enrolled in a high school program or had not
graduated from high school (National Center for Education Statistics, 2001). Although
researchers speculate about the ever prevalent dropout rate, Vickers (2007) concluded “it
is not known with any degree of precision how many students drop out of school each
year or how many total dropouts live in the United States today” (p. 17) and estimated
9

“between 300,000 and 500,000 adolescents withdraw from high school before graduation
each year” (p. 17). In a recent report Bridgeland, Dilulio, & Morison (2006) interviewed
youth ages, 16-25 who dropped out of high school. The researchers noted that “there is
no single reason students drop out of high school (p. iii) and list the top reasons why
students drop out, including “a lack of connection to the school environment, a
perception that school is boring, feeling unmotivated, academic challenges, and the
weight of real world events” (p. iii). Similarly, Gleason and Dynarski (2002) identified
risk factors for high school dropout using five predictor variables, (a) demographic
characteristics and family background, (b) past school performance,
(c) personal/psychological characteristics, (d) adult responsibilities, and (e) school or
neighborhood characteristics.
High School Dropout Overview
High school dropout is not a new phenomenon in the United States and in the
early 20th century there was an estimated 90% high school dropout rate (National Center
of Educational Statistics, 2000). During the 1900s, 78% of employment in the United
States was in services industries, such as general repairs, auto mechanics, and carpentry
(Roberts, 1995), whereas today, employment opportunities are in information technology,
medical, and engineering fields. Obtaining a high school diploma is no longer an option
in today’s society, and due to the national increasing dropout rate, dropout initiatives and
interventions top the list of many policy makers.
Graduation rates were targeted in Title I of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) which
identifies schools that are not making adequate yearly progress. According to Christenson
10

and Thurlow (2004), graduation rate is defined as the “percentage of ninth graders
receiving a standard diploma in 4 years” (p. 36) including English as a Second Language
(ESL) and students with disabilities.
Historically, leaving school at some point before high school graduation was the
norm (Shannon & Bylsma, 2003). As previously stated, there are numerous causes of
high school dropout and the problem is not new. It has been noted that as far back as the
1900s, like in current studies, demographic characteristics of dropouts were studied
(Barclay & Doll, 2001). In such studies, researchers explored such variables as
socioeconomic status and parental influence, which in many cases are the main reason
students decided to drop out of high school today. Rumberger (1983) explained
“participation in high school has continued to increase throughout the century, 14 to 17
year olds enrolled in high school increased from 11% in 1900 to 94% in 1978” (p. 200).
Even more significant, he alluded to increased dropout rates among white males and
females but considers it the norm in Black and Hispanic students. He further noted there
is no variable that will predict whether or not a student will drop out of high school.
Hauser et al. (2000) reported a 25 to 30 % dropout rate for Blacks and Hispanics during
the 1970s. Vickers (2007) noted that:
During the past 40 years, researchers have used hypothesized
variables to construct and test theoretical models of the causes of
high school dropout. The bottom-line yield of this collective
endeavor has been the accretion of a set of predictor variables.
These variables, either individually or in conjunction with other
11

predictor or mediating factors, purportedly enabled researchers to
identify students who are at greater risk of leaving secondary
school before they do so. Some of these variables and factor
clusters, such as those meaning aspects of academic achievement,
appeared to have fairly robust predictive power. (p. 18)
Dropout Defined
Dropout definitions differ from state to state and several factors are taken into
account when defining dropout. Dropouts include students who left school prior to
receiving the high school diploma (Entwisle, Alexander, & Olson, 2004). States differ in
their definition of dropouts and use different time periods during the school year when
data for dropouts are collected, different data collection methods, different ways of
tracking youth no longer in school, and different methods of calculating the dropout rate.
(Spadafore, 2006).
Rumberger (1997) asserted “there is no consensus definition of a high school
dropout, nor is there a standard method for computing the dropout rate” (p. 103). If a
student is enrolled in a high school equivalency program, he or she may or may not be
considered a high school dropout (Day, 1993).
In some states, the General Equivalency Diploma (GED) test is the deciding
factor in how states calculate dropout rates. Slavin (1996) concluded that students who
received a certificate of attendance or other alternative certificates as a dropout were not
reported as a dropout. He further pointed out that more than 19% of graduates in Florida,
Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Tennessee do not receive a high school diploma, but an
12

alternative certificate (1996). The United States Department of Education (2003)
maintained that there should be “a nationally consistent definition of dropout to be used
in school districts and state departments of education” (p. 63).
Local, state, and federal entities differ on the following issues: (a) whether or not
students below the legal school-leaving age are identified as dropouts; (b) whether or not
students who complete a grade and dropout over the summer are attributed to the grade
completed or to the next grade; (c) whether or not students entering correctional
institutions are considered dropouts; (d) whether or not students in GED programs or in
possession of equivalency certificates are considered dropouts; (e) whether or not
students not graduating with their class (but leaving school) are considered dropouts; and
(f) whether or not students leaving high school early to enter college are considered
dropouts (United States Department of Education, 2003, as cited in Vickers, 2007, p. 4).
Unfortunately, in the United States, there is no defined standard for computing
high school dropout (Day, 1993; Mishel & Roy, 2006). The state of Mississippi,
including the school district in this study, uses the National Center for Educational
Statistics (NCES) (2007) definition of high school dropout. It defined a high school
dropout as someone who:
1. was enrolled in school at some time during the previous school
year;
2. was not enrolled in school at the beginning of the current
school year;
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3. has not graduated from high school or completed a state or
district approved education program; and does not meet any of
the following exclusionary conditions:
a.

transfer to another public school district, private school
or state or district approved educational program;

b. temporary absence due to suspension or schoolapproved illness;
c. or death. (p. 3)
Types of Dropout Rates
There are several methods used by states to calculate high school dropout rates.
The same is true for the United States Department of Education. The National Center for
Educational Statistics (2007) provides definitions for the types of dropout rates in an
effort to enlighten the nation of the increasing dropout rate.
Event Dropout Rates
The even dropout rate estimates the percentage of both private and public high
school students who left high school between the beginning of one school year and the
beginning of the next without earning a high school diploma or its equivalent. It can be
used to track annual changes in the experiences of students in the U.S. school system
(NCES, 2007). On event dropout rates, Spadafore (2006) suggested that:
Event dropout rates for 2000 describe the proportion of youth, ages
15-24, who dropped out of grades 10 to 12 in the 12 months prior
14

to October, 2000. Demographic data permit event dropout rates to
be calculated across various individual characteristics including
race/ethnicity, sex, region or residence, and income level. (p. 18)
Between October 1999 and October 2000, 5 out of every 100 high school students
left high school without receiving their high school diploma. However, the dropout rate
has remained steady since 1987 (Spadafore, 2006).
Status Dropout Rates
According to the NCES (2000) between 347,000 and 544,000, 10th through 12th
grade students, left school without earning a high school diploma. Status dropout rates
represent the proportion of young adults ages 16 through 24, who are out of school and
have not earned a high school diploma. Status dropout rates are inclusive of all dropouts
in a specific age range, no matter their last school enrollment (NCES, 2000). In October
2000, some 3.8 million young adults were not enrolled in a high school program and had
not completed high school. These youth accounted for 10.9% of the 34.6 million, 16
through 24 year olds, in the United States in 2000. As noted with event rates, status rates
declined from the early 1970s into the late 1980s, but since then have remained stable.
The status dropout rate for Whites in 2000 remained lower than the rate for African
Americans, but over the past three decades, the difference between the rates for Whites
and African Americans has narrowed. In addition, Hispanic young adults in the United
States continued to have a relatively high status dropout rate when compared to
Asian/Pacific Islanders, Whites, or African Americans. In 2000, 44.2% of Hispanic
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young adults born outside the United States were high school dropouts. Hispanic young
adults born within the United States were much less likely to be dropouts (NCES, 2000).
Cohort Dropout Rates
Cohort rates measure what happens to a group of students over a period of time.
These rates are based on repeated measures of a cohort of students with shared
experiences and reveal how many students starting in a specific grade drop out over time
(Spadafore, 2006). Typically, a cohort dropout rate is the percentage of students who
begin grade 9 in a given year but drop out of school before receiving their high school
diploma, usually in a 4 year period (Headden, 1997; Shannon & Bylsma, 2003). If 4% of
students drop out each year beginning with grade 9, then by the end of grade 12, this
would add to a cohort dropout rate of 16% (Headden, 1997).
National Dropout Trends
Dropout rates are a national problem (Gastright, 1989). Between 1972 and 1998,
data from the October Current Population Survey showed that dropouts were least among
Whites and greatest among Hispanics, and it has declined among Whites and African
Americans since the late 1970s. Annual dropout rates are successively higher in each of
the last 3 years of high school, and men dropout more than women. Social background
favored school continuation among Whites relative to minorities, but trends in
background were favorable to both Whites and African Americans. Residence in a
metropolitan city increased high school dropout rates among Whites and African
Americans. The end of mandatory school attendance increased dropouts, especially
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among minorities (Spadafore, 2006). In single mother households dropout rates increased
among Whites and post-secondary education of parents and homeownership of parents
was positively related (Hauser, Simmons, & Pager, 2000).
During their sophomore year, there is a distinct difference in students who remain
in school compared to dropouts (Rosenbaum, 1986). Rosenbaum suggested such
differences include, educational achievement and other school related behaviors, out-ofschool activities, educational aspirations, and attitudes toward self and society. He further
notes that 30% of dropouts left school during or before the end of 10th grade, 44% during
or before the end of 11th grade, and 26% during 12th grade.
Common Dropout Predictor Variables
Asche (1989) stated:
Based on a thorough analysis of the research literature, Wells,
Bechard and Hamby (1989) identified four major categories of
factors that contribute to a student profile of characteristics that
may lead to a student's dropping out of school. The four categories
of list risk factors are school-related, student-related, communityrelated, and family-related. The likelihood of a student dropping
out of school increases as the combination of risk factors becomes
more multifaceted. (p. 10)
High school dropout is not limited to one specific reason. In a recent study of
young people who left high school, students reported several reasons for not completing
high school, including, a lack of connection to the school environment, a perception that
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school is boring, feeling unmotivated, academic challenges, and the weight of the real
world. Forty seven percent (47%) dropped out because classes were not interesting, 69%
said they were not motivated or inspired to work hard, 43% missed too many days and
could not catch up, 32% said they had to get a job and make money, 26% became a
parent, 22% said they had to care for family members, 35% were failing in school, 45%
said they started high school poorly prepared by their earlier schooling, and 29%
expressed significant doubts that they could have met their high school’s requirements for
graduation even if they had put in the necessary effort (Bridgeland, 2006).
Hymel, Comfort, Schoner-Reichelk, and McDougall (1996) declared “it seems
clear that academic, familial, school, high school entrance age, and social variables all
play a role in the decision to leave school early” (p. 332). Janosz, LeBlanc, Boulerice,
and Tremblay (1997) contended that, “Risk factors for school dropouts can be found in
all spheres of children’s social development and include personal, interpersonal, and
contextual factors” (p. 735). They further noted, “even though all these factors are
individual predictors of school dropout, it is important to underscore that not all of them
have the same predictive power” (Janosz et al., 1997, p. 735). The following sections
discuss common predictor variables associated with high school dropout.
Gender and Ethnicity
In reference to the rising high school dropout rate in Texas, Swanson (2006)
suggested that male students are less likely than female students to graduate from high
school and contended that “Gender gaps exist for all racial and ethnic categories with the
largest difference (13 percentage points) found among black students” (p. 1). Hispanic
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males performed lower than other ethnicities and had a 53% graduation rate (Swanson,
2006).
Using a national sample (n = 2200), Rumberger (1987) found that boys were boys
were more likely than girls to leave high school without a diploma and discovered that
between 14% and 16% of young men between the ages of 16 and 24 were dropouts,
compared to 12% to 14% of their female counterparts. Ensminger and Slusarcick’s
(1992) study of 1,242 public and parochial students from inner-city Chicago
neighborhoods determined the dropout rate for male students was 57%, compared to 45%
for the female students.
From the post-hoc interviews with high school dropouts conducted by Rumberger
(1983), researchers learned that “the reasons students cite for leaving school vary widely,
with women more likely to leave because of pregnancy or marriage and men more likely
to leave to go to work” (p. 199).
Using a large-scale national sample of 12,700 men and women ages 14 through
21, Rumberger (1983) found that such gender differences in self-reported reasons for
leaving were especially pronounced among Blacks and Hispanics; 40% of Hispanic male
participants cited economic reasons as the primary cause of their decision to leave high
school before attaining a high school diploma.
In spite of several limitations in this study, Rumberger (1983) contended that
minorities with the same or similar demographic characteristics as white students were
less likely to drop out of high school. Fagon and Pabon (1990) supported Rumberger’s
findings about the gender difference. Concerning inner-city dropouts, they discovered
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two primary reasons that males left school: lost interest in school and needed a job.
Depending on their race, both males and females reported pregnancy as a reason for
leaving school. Health problems or general problems in school were also deciding factors
which caused 20% to 30% of students to dropout (Fagon & Pabon, 1990).
Renzulli and Park (2000) used a sample of 334 gifted students who were enrolled
in accelerated classes but did not graduate from high school. They found that “the reasons
for dropping out by gifted males [were] more frequently family economic distress, while
gifted females [cited] personal reasons and non-school related factors, e.g., pregnancy”
(p. 258). Furthermore, Cairns et al. (1989) concluded that socioeconomic status and age
at time of dropout are strong predictors as to whether or not females would drop out as
compared to males.
Socioeconomic Status (SES)
In 1964, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare conducted a
study using 600,000 students and teachers in 4,000 schools. They analyzed the equality of
educational opportunities for children without regard to color, religion, or national origin.
The study’s original name was the “Equality of Educational Opportunities Study, but
later it became known as “The Coleman Report.” The report findings suggested that
family background impacts student achievement. The authors further explained that
Black low income students’ grades improved when placed in middle-class integrated
schools (Coleman et al., 1966). Coleman et al. (1977) later confirmed the previous study
results by concluding that socioeconomic status predicted academic achievement.
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Janosz et al. (2000) acknowledged, “dropouts come from all socioeconomic and
cultural backgrounds, although minority students from low socioeconomic families
appear to be particularly at risk” (p. 171). With regard to gender and ethnicity Vickers
(2007) asserted that gender, low SES, and minority group status are strong predictors of
high school dropout.
It is believed that if a student is living below the poverty line, there is a good
chance he or she will drop out of high school. Previous studies conducted by Ekstrom,
Goertz, Pollack, and Rock (1986) and Rumberger (1983, 1987) suggested there is a
relationship between poverty and high school dropout. Rumberger (1987) concluded that
low SES predicts high school dropout, regardless of extraneous variables. Cairns, Cairns,
and Neckerman (1989) contended that early SES measurement in a student’s formative
years distinguished future dropouts from high school graduates.
In the same longitudinal study Cairns et al. (1989), viewed the behavioral,
cognitive, and demographic variables linked to early high school dropout. Initially,
assessments were conducted using a sample of girls (n = 248) and boys (n = 227) taken
during their seventh grade year and 14% of the students dropped out prior to their 11th
grade year. Several factors including, SES, race, and pregnancy determined whether or
not a student dropped out of high school. McMillen and Kaufman (1997) found that
Black and Hispanic students were more likely than White students to drop out of high
school. However, Battin-Pearson et al., (2000), maintained that the “evidence on the
relationship between ethnicity and school dropout is conflicting” (p. 571). Mensch and
Kandel (1998) make the point that “although blacks are more likely to drop out of school,
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controlling for background variables, minorities are as likely (and in some cases, more
likely) to complete high school than whites” (p. 96). Similarly Bracey (2004) and the
National Center for Educational Statistics (1993, 1997) concluded that race or ethnicity
are not significant predictor variables of high school dropout.
Social Promotion and Grade Retention
The National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) released A Nation
at Risk: The Imperative For Educational Reform, which “reported on the quality of
teaching and learning in America’s schools” (Frey, 2005, p. 340) and argued a “rising
tide of mediocrity” (p. 2) and called for an increase in educational accountability (Picklo
& Christenson, 2005) by charging educators and legislators with improving America’s
schools through the establishment of standards of learning (Frey, 2005).
Social promotion, “the practice of advancing a student to the next grade level
when she or he has not mastered all of the content for the previous grade” (Frey, 2005,
p. 340) became popular during the 1970s (Kelly, 1999). During the 1980s, public opinion
polls suggested that promotion to the next grade should be based upon mastery of gradelevel requirements (Shepard & Smith, 1989) which prompted states and districts to
quickly respond by instituting stern retention policies to end social promotion (Frey,
2005). President Bill Clinton, in his 1998 State of the Union address, vowed to end social
promotion by requiring states to implement standardized tests that would determine if a
student would be promoted to the next grade (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). He
further elaborated “when we promote a child from grade to grade who hasn’t mastered
the work, we don’t do that child any favors” (Clinton, 1998). Immediately, 17 states
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enacted legislation banning social promotion (Thomas, 2000) requiring state tests as a
criterion for promotion (Picklo & Christenson, 2005). In 1996 the Chicago Public
Schools (CPS) declared an end to social promotion by implementing accountability
measures for students by requiring third, sixth, and eighth graders to meet minimum test
scores in reading and mathematics in order to be promoted to the next grade (Roderick,
Jacob, & Bryk, 2002; Picklo & Christenson, 2005).
Picklo and Christenson (2005) suggested that social promotion “is another
practice that is intended to assist low-achieving students, but it also affects students
negatively” (p. 259). They further explained “it is often viewed as an alternative to grade
retention and is sometimes thought to be less damaging in terms of educational and
socioemotional outcomes than grade retention” (p. 259). Social promotion sends the
wrong message to students who think they can get by without working hard and forces
teachers to deal with underprepared students while giving parents a false sense of their
child’s progress (Thompson & Cunningham, 2000).
According to the U.S. Department of Education (1999), states do not collect
social promotion data and describes the practice as “a hidden problem” (p. 6). Frey
(2005) suggested that “social promotion is commonly viewed as half of a bimodal choice,
with retention being the only other option” (p. 340) noting that “much of the research on
social promotion is indirect and confined to the comparison groups of large studies on
retention” (p. 340). Frey (2005) further challenged that “research on the effectiveness of
social promotion has been thin, and the extrapolated results show limited benefits of the
practice” (p. 341) and suggested “the practice and policy of retaining low-performing
23

children has been used as an alternative to promoting students who have not met
competency standards” (p. 341).
Grade retention began in mid-19th-century America schoolhouses (Holmes &
Matthews, 1984) and is defined as “the practice of requiring a student who has been in a
give grade level for a full school year to remain at that level for a subsequent school
year” (Jackson, 1975, p. 613). According to Silberglitt, Jimerson, Burns & Appleton
(2006), grade retention “remains a relatively and frequently used and controversial
intervention” (p. 134). McGill et al., (1985) concluded that grade retention allows schools
to establish a standards-driven achievement system.
An increase in grade retention over the past 25 years has caused many to label it
as unjustifiable, discriminatory, and noxious (Abidin, Golladay, & Howerton, 1971).
According to Jimerson and Kaufman (2003), “30% to 50% of students will be retained or
socially promoted at least once by the 9th grade” (p. 622). Merrick, McCreery, and Brown
(1998) suggested that 2.4 million (7% to 9%) children in the United States are socially
promoted or retained annually. Dawson (1998) estimated that the practice of social
promotion and grade retention costs over $14 billion a year. Prior research fails to
implicate the practice of student retention as an effective intervention (Jimerson, 1999).
Jimerson et al. (2006) maintained “it is paradoxical that more children have been left
behind since [No Child Left Behind] NCLB was passed than before” (p. 87). Student
retention rates in the United States have increased during the past decade (Hauser, Pager,
& Simmons, 2000; Jimerson, 2003; McCoy & Reynolds, 1999), with recent estimates
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between 7% and 15% (over 3 million children) each year (Merrick, McCreery, & Brown,
1998).
Frey (2005) concluded “the rate and number of students who are retained each
year have been difficult to ascertain, in part because the method to collect these data has
varied widely between districts and states” (p. 334). Other studies exploring grade
retention are presented in Table 1.
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Setting
Minnesota MotherChild Interaction
Project

Stratified sample
from 196 schools

Chicago Public
Schools

Students from 80
high schools and
feeder middle
schools across the
United States

Data sources
Interviews,
attendance, surveys,
standardized
achievement and IQ
tests

Standardized test
scores,
questionnaires
completed by
teachers, parents, and
principals
School records, test
scores, interviews,
surveys
Cross-sectional
analysis of interview
data

Study

Jimerson, Carlson,
Rotert, Egeland, &
Sroufe, 1997

Karweit, 1999

McCoy &
Reynolds, 1999

Resnick, M. D.,
Bearman, P. S.,
Blum, R. W.,
Bauman, K. E.,
Harris, K. M., &
Jones, J. , 1997

12,118 adolescents
from National
Longitudinal Study
of Adolescent Health

1,164 low-income
students, mostly
African American

9,240 students in
Grades 1-3

32 retained and 50
low-achieving but
promoted K-3
students; 100 control
K-3 students (all
subjects from lowincome homes)

Sample

1994-present

1986-1994

1991-1994

1975-1996

Duration

Findings

21.3% had been retained at least once; associated
with emotional stress and tobacco use (p< .001)
among middle school students

28% had been retained by 8th grade; retained
students performed .40 standard deviations lower
than promoted peers

18.4% had been retained at least once; same-grade
comparisons show a positive effect during
retention year; effect not sustained

Short-term gains in math achievement for retained
students; had disappeared by 6th grade; poor social
adjustment persisted through age 16

Summary of Recent Multiyear Studies on Retention Cited

Table 1

The researcher located few studies that explored a relationship between grade
retention and high school dropout. However, Jimerson (1999) reported “studies
examining the association between grade retention and high school dropout have
consistently demonstrated that students who are retained are more likely to drop out of
school than students who are not retained” (p. 247). Cairns et al. (1989) conducted a
longitudinal study of 248 girls and 227 boys who were in the seventh grade in 1982-1983
and in the twelfth grade in 1988-1989 and determined age in seventh grade was a strong
predictor of high school dropout, noting that students who were 1 to 3 years older than
their seventh-grade classmates were at greater risk of dropping out of high school.
Similarly, Sheppard and Smith (1990) found that “dropouts are five times more likely to
have repeated a grade than are high school graduates” (p. 86). Jimerson (1999) conducted
a 21-year longitudinal study where he followed 190 low performing students and found
that low performing students retained in elementary school had higher dropout rates in
high school than low performing students who were not retained and promoted according
to their age.
High Stakes Testing and Accountability
In an effort to improve performance among all children, there have been several
national directives to close the United States achievement gap causing states to ensure
students meet “basic competencies, an array of reading, writing, and other academic
standards [that] have emerged as indicators of whether students are proficient and should
be promoted to the next grade level” (Jimerson et al., 2006, p. 86). Specifically, the 2001
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, a revision of the Elementary and Secondary
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Education (ESEA) Act of 1965, mandates that all students will have equal opportunity to
achieve academic success (20 U.S.C. § 6301). Such mandates require states to report
academic and test score information to the federal government (Abrams & Madaus,
2003).
Typically, one cannot mention the terms accountability and high stakes testing
without mentioning the other. Accountability includes state examinations that in many
cases become high stakes tests because students do not pass them causing them to be
retained and in many cases not graduate from high school (Jones, Jones, & Hargrove,
2003). High stakes testing involves rewarding and punishing schools in an effort to
increase scores (Jones et al., 2003) using intimidation and bribery. Such actions are
alleged since schools compete with one another for funding based on student test scores
and accomplishments (Firestone & Mayrowetz, 2000). These exams are required by most
states and specifically test students’ reading and mathematics skills in grades three
through eight and at least once during high school (Hoff, Hendrie, & Samuels, 2005).
Snyder (2004) argued “mandating nationwide educational testing in all grades as well as
at the end of certain courses in high school, students began [begin] facing even greater
challenges in order to receive a high school diploma” (p. 16).
Amrein and Berliner (2003) suggested that schools, unknowingly to state officials
strategize against students to prevent them from taking high stakes testing through
suspension, expulsion, and reclassification. Other students are encouraged to drop out or
transfer to another school in an effort for schools to gain a higher rating (Bushweller,
2004). Shriberg and Shriberg (2006) also suggested that schools with proportionately
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more students of low socioeconomic status, using high stakes minimum competency
exams, early dropout rates – between the eighth and tenth grades – were 4 to 6 percentage
points higher than in similar schools that were similar with the same testing requirement.
Snyder (2004) argued minimum competency exams assess basic skills “which
should be present in all students by the end of 12th grade, and should therefore not present
a barrier to graduation” (p. 28). Opponents of the exams suggested that low achieving
students will be “differentially affected by requirements to pass where prior to these
requirements, these students could receive a standard diploma if they attended school on
a regular basis and passed required courses” (Snyder 2004, p. 28).
Bracey (2000) indicated student testing for grade promotion or high school
graduation is not a new practice in the United States. During the 1970s and 1980s,
Minimum Competency Testing (MCT) became popular and mandated states to test
students’ basic skills before they graduated. The purpose of such exams was to motivate
students and MCTs were designed as exit examinations and showed potential employers
that students had the required skills to compete in the job market (Jacob, 2001).
Cantrell (1989) conducted a study examining the relationship between high school
dropout and minimum competency examinations, including the occurrence of high school
dropout if students failed these examinations. He concluded there “is the possibility that
test failure may reduce academic aspirations and thereby contribute to decisions to drop
out of school” (p. 1).
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Special Education
Special education includes tailored instruction at no cost to the parent to meet the
unique needs of a child with disabilities. Special education students are those children
who through an educational evaluation meet the state requirements as having mental
retardation, hearing disabilities including, deafness, visual disabilities including
blindness, emotional disturbance, orthopedic disabilities, autism, traumatic brain injury,
other health disabilities, specific learning disabilities, and who because of those
disabilities need special education and related services (Sutter, 2007). According to the
National Center for Educational Statistics (1995) “disabled students must overcome
serious obstacles that can interfere with their education” (p. 1) and “may need to work
harder, study longer, or possess greater academic ability than their peers” (p. 1).
While a significant amount of research has been conducted on dropout predictor
variables and prevention strategies, the majority of it does not consider students with
disabilities (Dunn, Chambers, & Rabren, 2004). Wagner (1991) suggested these students
are overlooked, “perhaps because their special education programs are assumed to
provide individualized services that should ameliorate whatever risk of dropping out
these students might experience” (p. 2). Unfortunately, the dropout rate for students with
mild disabilities (representative of the majority of students with disabilities) is two times
greater than that of their peers (Dunn, Chambers, & Rabren, 2004). Grayson (1998)
maintained that research on students with disabilities who dropout is limited but
information that is available suggests “the dropout rate for students with disabilities is
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much higher than that for students without disabilities” (Dunn, Chambers, & Rabren,
2004, p. 315).
In its 23rd Annual Report to Congress, the U.S. Department of Education (2002)
contended that 28.9% of students with disabilities over the age of 14 dropped out of
school. Wagner (1991) while conducting research using The National Longitudinal
Transition Study’s (NLTS) data indicated that 32% of students with disabilities who left
school did so by dropping out. Dropout rates vary by student disabilities. Students with
mild disabilities, including learning disabilities and behavior disorders usually have
higher dropout rates than those with more severe disabilities (MacMillan, 1991). The 23rd
Annual Report to Congress lends support to such claims by noting that 27.1% of students
with learning disabilities (LD), 24.9% of students with mental retardation (MR), and
50.6% of students with emotional disturbance dropped out, compared to only 11.8% of
students with visual impairments and 9.5% of students with autism who dropped out.
Attendance
There is a direct correlation between school student success and school attendance
(McLaughlin, 1990). Bryk and Thum (1989) researched high school organization
variables and observed that high schools with high levels of internal differences between
teachers and administrators contribute to student absenteeism and high school dropout.
Decreased attendance and poor academic performance increases as students enter middle
school and is directly linked to absenteeism (Barrington & Hendricks, 1989). Identifying
at-risk elementary students early on can mean the difference in increased absenteeism as
they progress through grade levels (Griswold & Patterson, 1998).
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According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (1997), high school
principals reported serious or moderate absenteeism problems as compared to middle or
elementary school principals. The American Youth Policy Forum (1995) maintained
“there is a strong correlation between repeated school tardiness, absenteeism, and dropout
out” (p.1). Alspaugh (1998) suggested 10% of all ninth graders are absent from school
each day. Greene (1966) argued that poor attendance typically is not the cause of dropout
but it is an indicator of dropout and notes the relationship between student academic
failure which causes their focus to shift from school, thus increasing their absenteeism.
Discipline
Misbehavior is a common factor that influences a student’s decision to drop out of
school (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999). Furthermore, “students who have disciplinary
problems are far more likely to drop out” (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999, p. 719).
According to Fix (2000), suspensions and expulsions contribute significantly to dropout
rates and further explained that “more than 30% of sophomores who dropped out had
been suspended at a rate three times that of those who stayed in school” (p. 12).
Research has shown that students with behavioral problems get caught in a
repetitive cycle that frequently ends in their dropping out of school (Fix, 2000). The cycle
begins with the students being involved in numerous confrontations where they face
consequences for their actions which lead to them being ostracized from the normal dayto-day routine of school. This inadvertently forces them into camaraderie with others like
them --- those with discipline problems. The discipline problems continue as does the
bond formed with other students with discipline problems which promotes even more
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disciplinary problems with various penalties. So, in turn the method used to seemingly
curtail the discipline problem in effect drives the student farther away until they
eventually leave school altogether (Fix, 2000).
Rumberger (2004b) suggested that “student perceptions of a fair discipline
policy” (p. 143) motivates them to continue school, noting that misbehaving can lead to
“suspensions, expulsions, or forced transfers” (Rumberger, 2004b, p. 143). Students who
attended small schools were “less likely to get into fights” (Mulrine, 2002, p. 40) which is
usually the reason students get suspended from school. Skiba and Peterson (2003)
maintained that suspensions are the most common discipline mechanism and suggested
that it “is associated with increased rates of school dropout” (p. 69). Skiba and Peterson
(1999) also determined that suspensions were a “moderate to strong predictor of a
student’s dropping out of school” (p. 376).
Summary
This current review of literature sought to examine the high school dropout
problem and its impact of educational agencies throughout the United States. Researchers
have yet to pinpoint why students are dropping out of high school but have found many
predictors. This literature review discussed the high school dropout dilemma, its effect on
the community, and the need for early intervention. The No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
legislation caused states to increase student academic achievement and reduce high
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school dropout rates. Recommendations from several researchers pointed to a need for
additional investigation as to what causes students to drop out. Many gaps exist in the
current literature on high school dropout, which indicated the need and justification for
this study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the research and statistical procedures to be used in the
study. The chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) Research Design, (b)
Population, (c) Data Collection, and (d) Data Analysis.
The problem of this study was to determine the relationships of selected predictor
variables on high school dropout. The research questions that guided the study were as
follows:
1. What is the relationship between demographic variables and high school
dropout?
2. Is there a relationship between whether or not a student was socially promoted
(from seventh to ninth grade, from eighth to ninth grade, or from alternative
school to ninth grade) and high school dropout?
3. Is there a relationship between the number of absences and high school
dropout?
4. Is there a relationship between the number of grades retained and high school
dropout?
5. Is there a relationship between the number of students enrolled in special
education who dropout compared to the general population of students who
dropout?
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6. Is there a relationship between ninth grade retention and high school dropout?
7. Does subject area testing performance influence high school dropout?
8. Is there a significant difference in the number of disciplinary infractions of
high school students who drop out of school compared to those who graduate?
9. Which variables best predict high school dropout?
Research Design
The most appropriate research design for this study is causal-comparative or ex
post facto. According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2006), “in causal-comparative research,
investigators attempt to determine the cause or consequences of differences that already
exist between or among groups of individuals” (p. 370). McMillan and Wergin (2006)
noted, “the goal of an ex post facto design is to establish a relationship between the
independent and dependent variables, much like an experiment” (p. 14). However, the
causal-comparative research design does not allow manipulation of the independent
variable (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006).
Population
Anonymous academic records of three-hundred one students who enrolled as
freshman in a north central Mississippi school district’s only high school during the
2002-2003 academic year and could have graduated from high school in 2006 were
provided to the researcher. Student data were obtained from the Mississippi Student
Information System (MSIS) database, which contained all relevant information to this
study. Permission to have access to these selected records from this database was
obtained in advance of the study. The individual students were assigned a unique,
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nontraceable number ranging from one through three-hundred one, rather than by name.
Therefore, the researcher never knew the student identity, and no specific student
identifiers were provided with the data. After the researcher’s dissertation committee
gave approval to conduct the study and Institutional Review Board approval was
received, the researcher then contacted the school superintendant’s liaison to begin the
data collection process.
Predictor Variables
Several predictor variables are indentified in the research literature (BattinPearson et al., 2000; Janosz et al., 2000; Jimerson et al., 2006; Rumberger, 1987) that
describe why students drop out of high school. Raw data were collected and coded for
each student on the following variables for the 2002-2003 school years:
1. Gender: Student gender was available from school district records. Male
students were assigned the code “1.” Female students were assigned the code
“2.”
2. Ethnicity: Student ethnicity was available from school district records. Black
students were assigned the code “1.” White students were assigned the code
“2.” Asian students were assigned the code “3.” Hispanic students were
assigned the code “4.” All other students were assigned the code of “5.”
3. Age: Student’s current age was available from school district records. Student
age ranges were 19-22. Student’s current age was recorded for each
individual.
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4. Discipline: Discipline was identified as the number of times a student was
referred to the principal’s office by a teacher. The number of disciplinary
occurrences a student received was recorded in school district records for the
2002-2003 academic school year. The number of disciplinary occurrences was
recorded for each individual student.
5. Social Promotion: School district records indicated if a student was socially
promoted. Social promotion occurred one of three ways: 1) promoted from
seventh to ninth grade, 2) promoted from eighth to ninth grade, and 3)
promoted from the district’s alternative school to ninth grade. Socially
promoted students were coded by “1” and other students received the code
“0.”
6. Retention: School district records were utilized to determine the number of
grades retained during each student’s academic career. The total number of
years retained were coded with “0”, “1,” “2,” and “3” respectively.
7. Absences: The school district recorded daily attendance for each student.
School attendance records were utilized to record the number of absences
during the school year under study for each student in the population. The
number of absences was recorded for each individual student.
8. Subject Area Testing: The number of tests passed and failed was recorded for
each student. Students who failed 1 test were assigned the code of “1”, those
who failed 2 tests were assigned the code of “2”, those who failed three tests
were assigned the code of “3”, those who failed four tests were assigned the
38

code of “4”, those who passed all four tests were assigned the code “5”, those
who passed one test were assigned the code of “6”, those who passed two tests
were assigned code “7”, and passed three tests were assigned the code of “8.”
Students without testing records were assigned the code “9.”
9. Ninth Grade Retention: School district records indicated that students who
did not have at least six credits were not promoted to tenth grade and retained
in the ninth grade. Retained students received a code of “1.” Other students
were coded with “0.”
10. Special Education Enrollment: School district records included students who
were classified as special education. Special education students were assigned
the code of “1” and non special education students were assigned the code of
“2."
Criterion Variable
The criterion (dependent) variable was whether or not students dropped out at any
point during their four years of high school. Students who left the school district during
the following academic years: 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006 and did
not transfer to another high school were classified as dropouts and were assigned the code
“1.” Students who were still enrolled in the school district during the 2005-2006
academic year and who graduated in 2006 were classified as non-dropouts and assigned a
code of “2.”
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Data Collection
Prior to data collection, an official letter requesting permission to use student data
was sent to the school district superintendent (See Appendix A). Once permission was
granted from the school district (See Appendix B), the researcher then requested approval
from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Mississippi State University to conduct this
study. Upon approval to conduct the study by the IRB (See Appendix C), anonymous
student records were provided from the school district’s MSIS database and kept
confidential inside a locked file cabinet at the researcher’s office. The database contained
demographic, academic, and personal information about each participant. Student data
provided to the researcher did not contain names or social security numbers or any other
information that would enable the researcher to identify a specific student. The researcher
categorized each variable under the following headings: gender, ethnicity, age,
disciplinary infractions, whether or not a student was socially promoted, number of
grades retained, number of absences, subject area testing scores, ninth grade retention,
and special education enrollment.
Data Analysis
The data from this study were analyzed using descriptive, inferential, and
regression statistics. The statistical analysis was performed using Microsoft Excel and the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). A confidence level of p ≤ .05 was set
a priori. Specific methods of data analyses for each research question are as follows:
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1. What is the relationship between demographic variables and high school
dropout? The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze
data for this question.
2. Is there a relationship between whether or not a student was socially promoted
(from seventh to ninth grade, from eighth to ninth grade, or from alternative
school to ninth grade) and high school dropout?
The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze data for
this question.
3. Is there a relationship between the number of absences and high school
dropout?
The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze data for
this question.
4. Is there a relationship between the number of grades retained and high school
dropout?
Descriptive and correlational statistics were used to address this question.
5. Is there a relationship between the number of students enrolled in special
education who dropout compared to the general population of students who
dropout?
The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze data for
this question.
6. Is there a relationship between ninth grade retention and high school dropout?
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The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze data for
this question.
7. Does subject area testing performance influence high school dropout?
The researcher used descriptive and correlational statistics to analyze data for
this question.
8. Is there a significant difference in the number of disciplinary infractions of
high school students who drop out of school compared to those who graduate?
Descriptive and correlational statistics were used to address this question.
9. Which variables best predicts high school dropout?
The researcher used descriptive statistics and logistic regression analysis to
analyze data for this question.

Summary
Defining a study methodology provides an important framework for conducting
research tasks (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). In this chapter, the researcher discussed the
research design, study population, variable definitions, data collection procedures, and
data analyses. The information outlined in this chapter provided the protocol used by the
researcher to obtain results from the data.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The purpose of this study was to determine which variables contribute to high
school dropout in a north central Mississippi school district’s only high school. The data
consisted of anonymous academic records of 301 male and female students who enrolled
as freshman and either dropped out or matriculated during the following school years:
2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006. These years were selected because
they represented the most recent academic year for which data was available. The
methods of data analysis are discussed in this chapter. The data were analyzed using
SPSS statistical procedures to generate summary descriptive statistics, inferential
statistics, correlational statistics, and regression analyses. Because some of the data were
nominal, a Spearman rank correlation was used. High school dropouts were coded as “1”
(Yes) and high school graduates were coded as “2” (No).
This chapter presents the findings of the research study and is organized into nine
sections representing data analyses for the research questions of the study. The
demographic information of those high school students represented in the study is
provided in this section. Demographic variables included: gender, ethnicity, and age.
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Research Question 1
Research question 1 asks: What is the relationship between demographic
variables and high school dropout?
Gender
The frequency distribution for the variable, gender is summarized in Table 2. As
shown in Table 2, participants consisted of 163 males (54.2%) and 138 females (45.8%).
Table 2
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Gender
Gender
Male
Female
Total

Frequency
163
138
301

Percentage
54.20
45.80
100.00

Cumulative %
54.20
100.00

Ethnicity
The data in Table 3 indicated that 186 (62.5%) participants were Black and only 3
(1.0%) participants were Hispanic. Table 3 reports the frequency distribution of the
students’ ethnicity.
Table 3
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Ethnicity
Ethnicity
Black
White
Asian
Hispanic
Total

Frequency
186
104
6
3
301
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Percentage
62.50
34.60
2.00
1.00
100.00

Cumulative %
62.50
97.00
99.00
100.00

Age
Table 4 shows the frequency distribution for the variable, age. As shown in Table
4, 11 (3.7%) of the participants were age 22 at the time of data collection. High school
dropouts were coded as “1” (Yes) and high school graduates were coded as “2” (No).
Among the 301 student records, 143 (47.5%) students were age 20 and 91 (30.2%) were
age 19. Spearman’s rho for high school dropout and age was r = -.228, p < .01 (Table 5).
The results indicated that there was a negative, low relationship between the variables,
high school dropout and age. Students who had not graduated from high school or
completed a state or district approved education program are considered dropouts. These
students were less likely to complete high school, unlike their younger peers who had met
state graduation requirements. Therefore, age does have an impact on whether or not a
student drops out of high school.
Table 4
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Age
Age
19
20
21
22
Total

Frequency
91
143
56
11
301

Percentage
30.20
47.50
18.60
3.70
100.00

Cumulative %
30.20
77.70
96.30
100.00

Table 5
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Age
Variable
High School Dropout
Age
-.228**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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High School Dropout
Table 6 shows the frequency distribution for the variable high school dropouts.
High school dropouts are students who did not graduated from high school or complete a
state or district approved education program. High school dropouts were coded as “1”
(Yes) and high school graduates were coded as “2” (No). As shown in Table 6, 252
(83.7%) students received high school diplomas, while 49 (16.3%) did not receive high
school diplomas.
Table 6
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Dropouts
High School
Dropout
Yes
No
Total

Frequency
49
252
301

Percentage

Cumulative %

16.30
83.70
100.00

16.30
100.00

High School Dropout and Gender
Spearman’s rho for high school dropout and gender was r = .008, p > .05. The
results indicated that there was not a significant relationship between a student’s gender
and high school dropout.
High School Dropout and Ethnicity
Table 7 shows the result of the high school dropout and ethnicity variables. Black
students were assigned the code “1.” White students were assigned the code “2.” Asian
students were assigned the code “3.” Hispanic students were assigned the code “4.” All
other students were assigned the code “5.” Spearman’s rho for high school dropout and
ethnicity was r = .142, p < .05. This indicated that there was a very low, significant
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relationship between a student’s ethnicity and high school dropout. Therefore, black
students were more likely to drop out of high school than other ethnicities.
Table 7
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Ethnicity
Variable
High School Dropout
Ethnicity
.142*
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Research Question 2
Research question 2 asks: Is there a relationship between whether or not a student was
socially promoted (from seventh to ninth grade, from eighth to ninth grade, or from
alternative school to ninth grade) and high school dropout? High school dropouts are
students who did not complete state mandated education program requirements for the
high school diploma.
High School Dropout and Social Promotion
Table 8 shows the results for the variables high school dropout and social
promotion. Socially promoted students are promoted to their proper grade based upon
their age. Students in this study were socially promoted from either seventh to ninth
grade, eighth to ninth grade, or from alternative school to ninth grade. Socially promoted
students were coded by “1” and other students received the code “0.” Spearman’s rho for
high school dropout and socially promoted was r = -.313, p < .01. This indicated that
there was a low, negative relationship between the variables, high school dropout and
socially promoted. Thus, socially promoted students were at a greater risk of dropping
out than students who were not socially promoted.
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Table 8
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Socially Promoted
Variable
High School Dropout
Socially Promoted
-.313**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Research Question 3
Research question 3 asks: Is there a relationship between the number of absences
and high school dropout?
High School Dropout and Absences
Table 9 reports the frequency and percentage analysis by the number of student
absences. As shown in Table 9, of the 301 students, 24 (8.0%) were absent 0-1 times.
Also shown in Table 9, of the 301 students, 23 (7.6%) students were absent 20-26 times.
Table 10 shows the results for the variables high school dropout and absences. The
number of absences was recorded for each individual student in SPSS. Student absences
range from 0 to 79. Spearman’s rho for high school dropout and absences was r = -.280, p
< .01. This indicated that there was a low, negative relationship between the variables,
high school dropout and absences. Students with higher numbers of absences who did not
graduate from high school or complete a state or district approved education program
were at greater risk of dropping out of high school than those students with low absences.
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Table 9
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Number of Student Absences
Number of
Absences
0-1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9-10
11-13
14-19
20-26
27 and Above
Missing Data
Total

Frequency

Percentage

24
20
27
26
24
18
17
18
24
20
22
23
24
14
301

8.00
6.60
9.00
8.60
8.00
6.00
5.60
6.00
8.00
6.60
7.30
7.60
8.00
4.70
100.00

Cumulative %
8.00
14.60
23.60
32.20
40.20
46.20
51.80
57.80
65.80
72.40
79.70
87.30
95.30
100.00

Table 10
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Number of Student Absences
Variable
High School Dropout
Number of Absences
-.280**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Research Question 4
Research question 4 asks: Is there a relationship between the number of grades
retained and high school dropout?
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High School Dropout and Number of Grades Retained
Table 11 reports the frequency and percentage analysis by the number of grades
retained. As shown in Table 11, of the 301 students, 234 (77.7%) were never retained and
only 11 (3.7%) were retained at least two times.
Table 11
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Number of Grades
Retained
Number of Grades Retained
0
1
2
Total

Frequency
234
56
11
301

Percentage
77.70
18.60
3.70
100.00

Cumulative %
77.70
96.30
100.00

Table 12 shows the results for the variables number of grades retained and high
school dropout. The total number of years retained were coded by “0,” “1,” “2,” and “3”
respectively for each student. Spearman’s rho for high school dropout and number and
number of grades retained was r = -.257, p < .01. The results indicated that there was a
low, negative relationship between the variables number of grades retained and high
school dropout. Therefore, as retention increased the greater the likelihood of high school
dropout. Thus, students who were retained were at greater risk of dropping out than
students who were not retained.
Table 12
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Number of Grades Retained
Variable
High School Dropout
Number of Grades Retained
-.257**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Research Question 5
Research question 5 asks: Is there a relationship between the number of students
enrolled in special education who dropout compared to the general population of students
who dropout?
High School Dropout and Special Education Enrollment
Table 13 reports the frequency and percentage analysis by special education
enrollment. As shown in Table 13, of the 301 students, 33 (11%) were enrolled in special
education. Spearman’s rho for special education enrollment and high school dropout was
r = -.047, p > .05, indicating that there was not a statistically significant relationship
between the number of students enrolled in special education who dropped out compared
to the general population of students who dropped out of high school.
Table 13
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Special Education
Enrollment
Special
Education
Enrollment
Yes
No
Total

Frequency

Percentage

33
268
301

11.00
89.00
100.00

Cumulative %
11.00
100.00

Research Question 6
Research question 6 asks: Is there a relationship between ninth grade retention
and high school dropout?
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Ninth Grade Retention and High School Dropout
The frequency distribution for the variable, ninth grade retention, is summarized
in Table 14. As shown in Table 14, of the 301 students, 41 (13.7%) failed ninth grade.
Retained students received a code of “1” in SPSS. Other students were coded with “0.”
Spearman’s rho for ninth grade retention and high school dropout was r = -.223, p < .01.
The results indicated that there was a low, negative relationship between ninth grade
retention and high school dropout (Table 15). Therefore, ninth grade failure increased a
student’s chance of dropping out of high school. Thus, students who were retained in the
ninth grade were at greater risk of dropping out than those who were not.
Table 14
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of High School Students by Ninth Grade Retention
Failed Ninth Grade
No
Yes
Missing Data
Total

Frequency
259
41
1
301

Percentage
86.00
13.70
.30
100.00

Cumulative %
86.00
99.70
100.00

Table 15
Spearman’s Rho Correlation of High School Dropout and Ninth Grade Retention
Variable
High School Dropout
Ninth Grade Retention
-.223**
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Research Question 7
Research question 7 asks: Does subject area testing performance influence high
school dropout?
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Subject Area Testing and High School Dropout
The frequency distribution for the variable, subject area testing is summarized in
Table 16. Of the 301 students, 13 (4.3%) high school dropouts failed at least one of the
subject area tests. As shown in Table 16, 252 (83.7%) high school graduates passed all
four subject area tests, as compared to only 9 (3.0%) of high school dropouts.
Spearman’s rho for subject area testing and high school dropout was r = -.229, p > .05,
indicating that there was not a statistically significant relationship between subject area
testing and high school dropout.
Table 16
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Subject Area Testing Data
Testing Data
Failed 1 Test
Failed 2 Tests
Passed All Tests
Passed 1 Test
Passed 2 Tests
Passed 3 Tests
No Testing
Record
High School
Graduates
Total

Frequency
13
2
9
1
2
3

Percentage
4.30
.70
3.00
.30
.70
1.00

Cumulative %
4.30
5.00
8.00
8.30
9.00
10.00

19

6.30

16.30

252

83.70

100.00

301

100.00
Research Question 8

Research question 8 asks: Is there a significant difference in the number of
disciplinary infractions of high school students who drop out of school compared to those
who graduate?
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Disciplinary Infraction and High School Dropout
The frequency distribution for the variable disciplinary infractions is summarized
in Table 17. As shown in Table 17, 109 (36.2%) students never received disciplinary
infractions. Table 17 also shows that 13 (4.3%) students received at least 9 disciplinary
infractions.
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Table 17
Frequency and Percentage Analysis of Number of Disciplinary Infractions by High
School Students
Number of
Disciplinary
Infractions
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
26
32
Total

Frequency

Percentage

109
46
19
20
15
11
9
8
6
13
7
8
3
2
2
3
2
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
1
1
1
301

36.30
15.30
6.30
6.60
5.00
3.70
3.00
2.70
2.00
4.30
2.30
2.70
1.00
.70
.70
1.00
.70
1.00
1.00
.70
.70
.30
.70
.70
.30
.30
.30
100.00

Cumulative %
36.20
51.50
57.80
64.50
69.40
73.10
76.10
78.70
80.70
85.00
87.40
90.00
91.00
91.70
92.40
93.40
94.00
95.00
96.00
96.70
97.30
97.70
98.30
99.00
99.30
99.70
100.00

Table 18 shows the result of the homogeneity of variance assumption for the
number of disciplinary infractions. The test score indicated that the assumption was
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violated with p < .05. When the homogeneity of variance is violated, adjusted t value
with adjusted df should be used (Russo, 2003).
Table 18
Test Scores for the Homogeneity of Variance Assumption of the Number of Disciplinary
Infractions among High School Students
Levene’s Test Statistic
Based on Disciplinary
Infractions
3.05
* p < .05

P
*0.03

Table 19 shows a t’ test of the number of disciplinary infraction occurrences for
high school students. The results indicated that there was a significant difference in
dropout rate from high school based on the number of disciplinary infractions a student
received, t’ (56.56) = 3.05, with p < .05, where t’ represents the adjusted t test and the
number after the adjusted t test represents the degree of freedom. The mean (M = 7.04,
STD = 7.727) score of disciplinary infractions for students who dropped out of high
school is higher than those students who did not drop out of high school. Therefore,
students with higher numbers of disciplinary infractions were at greater risk of dropping
out of high school than those with lower numbers of disciplinary infractions.
Table 19
t Test Table of Disciplinary Infractions Based on High School Dropout

High School Dropout
Yes
No

N

Mean

49
252

7.04
3.53
56

Std.
Deviation
7.727
5.148

T

Df

P

3.05 56.56 0.050

Research Question 9
Research question 9 asks: Which variables best predict high school dropout?
Logistic regression is a model used for prediction of the probability of occurrence
of an event by fitting data to a logistic curve. It is a generalized linear model used for
binomial regression. It makes use of several predictor variables that may be either
numerical or categorical. Logistic regression is used in the social sciences and in this
study to predict a participant’s propensity to drop out of school. A Logistic Regression
analysis was used to predict student dropout rate from high school (Yes or No).
Discipline, social promotion, number of grades failed, number of absences, special
education enrollment, ninth grade retention, ethnicity, and age were treated as the
predictor variables and the dropout rate was treated as the dependent variable.
For the absences variable in which students were absent 27 times or more
(grouped and coded with 13 in data), the odd ratio shown in the Table 19 (logit) is .974.
Because the odd ratio (logit) is .974 and the coefficient of B for this item is negative, the
result is interpreted after the odd ratio taken with an inverse function. The new odd ratio
is 1.03 (1/.974). The result indicated that the new predicted odds of students who dropped
out of high school associated with absences were about 2.7 times higher than the odds of
students who did not drop out.
For the socially promoted variable in which students were socially promoted
(coded with 1 in data), the odd ratio shown in the Table 19 (logit) is .214. Because the
odd ratio (logit) is .214 and the coefficient of B for this item is negative, the result is
interpreted after the odd ratio taken with an inverse function. The new odd ratio is 3.67
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(1/.214). The result indicated that the new predicted odds of students who dropped out of
high school associated with social promotion were about 3.67 times higher than the odds
of students who did not.
Table 20
Logistic Regression Analysis of High School Dropouts and Predictor Variables
Predictor Variables
Discipline

B
-.028

SE
.030

df
1

Exp(B)
.972

P
.340

-1.544

.504

1

.214

.002*

.130

.650

1

1.139

.841

Absences

-.027

.012

1

.974

.023*

Special Education

-.101

.522

1

.904

.846

Failed Ninth Grade

-.083

.500

1

.920

.867

.119

.395

1

1.126

.764

Age

-.451

.488

1

.637

.355

Intercept

3.177

1.121

1

23.980

.005

Social Promotion
Number of Grades Failed

Ethnicity

*p < .05
Summary
The purpose of this research study was to identify variables that could predict
high school dropout in a north central Mississippi school district. The data were collected
from the Mississippi Student Information System (MSIS) database after permission was
received from the school district superintendent (See Appendix C). The data analysis
indicated statistically significant relationships, between two of the eight possible
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predictor variables. The results suggested that both socially promoted and students with
high numbers of absences were more likely to drop out of high school than those who
were not socially promoted, or had low absences.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The primary purpose of this study was to determine which variables contribute to
high school dropout and to identify the predictive power of those variables in identifying
potential dropouts in a north central Mississippi school district’s only high school. The
data consisted of anonymous academic records 301 male and female students who
enrolled as freshman and either dropped out or matriculated during the following
academic school years: 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 2004-2005, and 2005-2006. The first
four chapters presented the significance of the study, reviewed relevant related literature,
described the methodology, and presented the findings. This chapter includes the
following sections: summary of findings and discussion, conclusions, and
recommendations. The summary of findings and discussion section reports the findings
of the study by each research question. The conclusions section compares the findings
presented in this study to relevant related literature. Finally, the recommendations section
addresses the recommendations for future research.
Summary of Findings
There were nine research questions examined in this study. The following is a
brief review of the major findings. The data were entered and analyzed by using the
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Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 14.0 version. The analyses included
summary descriptive statistics, inferential, correlational statistics, and regression
analyses.
Research Question #1 asked: What is the relationship between demographic
variables and high school dropout? Demographic variables include gender, ethnicity, and
age. The findings suggest that black students tended to be at higher risk of dropping out
from high school compared to the whites. Older students were also at risk of dropping out
of high school. However, the findings indicated that the variable gender did not play a
significant role in high school dropout for this study.
Research Question #2 asked: Is there a relationship between whether or not a
student was socially promoted (from seventh to ninth grade, from eighth to ninth grade,
or from alternative school to ninth grade) and high school dropout? The findings
indicated that students who were socially promoted tended to be at greater risk of
dropping out of high school compared to those who were not socially promoted.
Research Question #3 asked: Is there a relationship between the number of
absences and high school dropout? The findings indicated that there was a tendency for
students with a higher number of absences to drop out of high school at higher rates than
those students with fewer absences.
Research Question #4 asked: Is there a relationship between the number of
grades retained and high school dropout? The findings indicated that students who were
retained were at greater risk of dropping out than students who were not retained.
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Research Question #5 asked: Is relationship between the number of students
enrolled in special education who dropout compared to the general population of students
who dropout? In this study, there was not a significant relationship between students
enrolled in special education who did not drop out compared to those students in the
general population who dropout.
Research Question #6 asked: Is there a relationship between ninth grade retention
and high school dropout? The findings indicated students who were retained in the ninth
grade dropped out at higher rates than those who were not.
Research Question #7 asked: Does subject area testing performance influence
high school dropout? In this study, passing subject area tests did not show any significant
relationship to high school dropout.
Research Question #8 asked: Is there a significant difference in the number of
disciplinary infractions of high school students who drop out of school compared to those
who graduate? The findings indicated that the number of disciplinary infraction was
related to high school dropout. The greater the number of disciplinary infractions
reported, the more likely the student tended to drop out from high school.
Research Question #9 asked: Which variables best predict high school dropout?
The findings indicated that absence and social promotion showed a relationship to high
school dropout. Both socially promoted and students with high numbers of absences were
more likely to drop out of high school than those who were not socially promoted, or had
low absences.
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Conclusions
Based on the research results of this study, the researcher draws the following
conclusions:
1. The findings of this study indicated that black students were more likely to
drop out of high school than their white counterparts. This finding was
consistent with the results reported by Swanson in 2006. In his study, he
concluded that leaving high school was more common among blacks than
whites. McMillen & Kaufman (1997) also found that black students were
more likely to drop out of school than white students. Unlike the findings of
Swanson (2006), Vickers (2007), McMillen & Kaufman (1997), and
Rumberger (1983), this study revealed that gender was not significantly
associated with high school dropout.
2.

The findings of this study indicated that age played a role in a student’s
decision to drop out of high school. This finding supports the findings of
Bridgeland (2006), Hymel, Comfort, Schoner-Reichelk, and McDougall
(1996), and Cairns et al. (1989). Cairns et al. found that seventh grade
students who were one to three years older than their classmates were at
greater risk of dropping out of high school. One possible explanation might be
that older students become uncomfortable because of age differences around
their younger peers and in many cases feel out of place. Another explanation
could be that students have to take on familial responsibilities, unlike their
younger counterparts.
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3. Unlike the findings of Rumberger (1987) and Fagon and Pabon (1990), the
findings of this study revealed that gender does not play a significant role in
high school dropout. One possible explanation might be that the study
population wasn’t exposed to the usual factors associated with high school
dropout such as pregnancy, employment to provide for family, and other
gender neutral responsibilities.
4. Unlike the findings of Jimerson and Kaufman (2003), the findings of this
study revealed that socially promoted students were at greater risk of dropping
out of high school than those who were not. One possible explanation might
be that socially promoted students usually are less academically advanced as
their peers. Such students are usually teased and taunted by younger kids
because of their age differences. School administrators must protect the
welfare of socially promoted and younger students which in many cases
requires promoting students to their proper grade level.
5. The findings of this study indicated that the number of student absences does
impact high school dropout. This finding supports the findings of Barrington
and Hendricks (1989) and Griswold and Patterson (1998). They suggested that
recognizing increased absenteeism in the elementary grades can have a
significant impact on whether or not a student will drop out of high school.
Greene (1966) found that absenteeism was not the cause of high school
dropout but suggested academic failure discourages students, thus reducing
their interest in school and eventually increases absenteeism.
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6. The findings of this study indicated that students who were retained were at
greater risk of dropping out than those who were not. This finding supports
the findings of Jimerson (1999). His study revealed that low performing
elementary school students who has been retained were at greater risk of
dropping out of high school than those who had not been retained and
promoted according to their age.
7. Unlike the findings of Dunn, Chambers, and Rabren (2004) and the U.S.
Department of Education (2002), this study indicated that special education
enrollment does not predict high school dropout. One possible explanation
might be the student’s disability type. McMillan (1991) suggested that
dropout rates vary by student disabilities and suggest that students with mild
disabilities usually have higher dropout rates than those with more severe
disabilities.
8.

The findings of this study indicated that students who were retained in the
ninth grade were at greater risk of dropping out than those who were not.
While the researcher located no studies that explore ninth grade retention and
high school dropout, Jimerson and Kaufman (2003) suggested that a high
percentage of students who were retained at least once by the ninth grade will
eventually drop out of high school. Jimerson (1999) concluded that low
performing elementary school students who have been retained were at greater
risk of dropping out of high school than those who have not been retained and
promoted according to their age.
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9. Unlike the findings of Cantrell (1989), the findings of this study revealed no
significant relationship between passing subject area tests and high school
dropout. Cantrell’s study revealed that students usually dropout out of high
school after realizing they won’t graduate because of failure on state
mandated exit examinations. One possible explanation might be that in this
study, students did not necessarily fail their subject area exams and may have
been prevented to graduate from high school because of other academic
deficiencies, thus causing them to drop out of high school.
10. The findings of this study indicated that disciplinary infractions are related to
high school dropout. These findings support Goldschmidt and Wang (1999).
They suggested that students who have discipline problems are far more likely
to drop out of high school than those who do not.
Recommendations for Future Research
Based on the research findings of this study, the researcher offers the following
recommendations to state officials and school administrators which might help them to
strengthen dropout prevention efforts.
1. Future studies should be conducted in other school districts with similar
demographics to determine if gender plays a role in high school dropout.
2. Future studies should be conducted to see if school size plays a role in a
student’s decision to drop out of high school.
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3. Truancy rates should be addressed at the state and district levels. This study
suggested that students with several absences dropped out of high school more
frequently than those students who had minimal or no absences.
4. Teachers should be thoroughly trained in classroom conflict resolution in an
effort to prevent disciplinary infractions among students. Students with high
numbers of disciplinary occurrences dropped out more frequently than their
peers with minimal or no disciplinary occurrences.
5. Social promotion policies should be reviewed at the district level. The
findings of this study found that the social promotion of a student was related
to school dropout. Many socially promoted students are not academically
prepared. Because of this, many drop out of high school because they are not
on the same level with their classmates and eventually they give up out of
frustration, which leads to high school dropout.
6. School districts should monitor students who have been retained prior to the
ninth grade and subsequent grades thereafter. Such efforts should ensure
teachers and administrators are looking for early warnings that may indicate a
student’s non-completion of high school. Upon being retained one time,
teachers and administrators should collaborate to ensure the student’s success
in future grades. Teachers and administrators should meet with parents
midyear to discuss the student’s progress and express their concerns to parents
if they feel the student isn’t performing at their particular grade level.
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7. A qualitative study should be conducted to examine the reasons why high
school students decide to drop out. This will give district administrators
leverage in preventing future dropout from taking place which would allow
them to profile what an actual dropout looks like for their respective districts.
8. School districts should involve parents in dropout prevention efforts.
Empirical research suggests that parental involvement is “the best predictor of
children’s promotion or retention status” (Jimerson et al., 1997, p. 21).
9. Follow-up studies should utilize questionnaires and be given to high school
dropouts enrolled in General Educational Development (GED) programs and
GED prep courses.
10. Follow-up studies should ensure quantitative data is certified and accurate at
both the state and district levels. Researchers should not attempt data analysis
until all data are complete and certified by the state or school district.
11. School districts should conduct a qualitative study, targeting students with
high numbers of absences and who were socially promoted.
12. Future studies should be conducted to see if there are relationships between
subject area test performance as it pertains to the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) and high school dropout.
13. Future studies should be conducted to see if a student’s educational
environment (rural, urban, and suburban) predisposes them to high school
dropout.
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14. Future studies should be conducted to see if there is a relationship between a
student’s socioeconomic status, grade point average, and high school dropout.
15. School districts should implement student accountability systems that will
provide much needed support for academically challenged students.

69

REFERENCES
Abidin, R. R., Golladay, W. M., & Howerton, A. L. (1971). Elementary school retention:
An unjustifiable, discriminatory, and noxious policy. Journal of School
Psychology, 9, 410-414.
Abrams, L. M., & Madaus, G. F. (2003). The lessons of high-stakes testing. Educational
Leadership, 61(3), 31.
Alspaugh, J. W. (1998). The relationship of school and community characteristics to high
school drop-out rates. The Clearing House, 71(3), 184-188.
American Youth Policy Forum. (1995). Strategies and successes in school dropout
prevention. Washington, D.C. Retrieved from
http://www.aypf.org/forumbriefs/1995/fb100695.htm on September 13, 2007.
Amrein, A., & Berliner, D. (2003). The effects of high-stakes testing on student
motivation and learning. Educational Leadership, 60(5), 32-37.
Asche, J. (1989). Handbook for principals and teachers: A collaborative approach to
effective involvement of business/community volunteers at the school site.
Alexandria, VA: National Association of Partners in Education.
Azzam, A. (2007). Why students drop out. Educational Leadership, 64(7), 91-93.
Barclay, J. R,. & Doll, B. (2001). Early prospective studies of the high school dropout.
School Psychology Quarterly, 16(4), 357-369.
Barrington, B., & Hendricks, B. (1989). Differentiating characteristics of high school
graduates, dropouts, and nongraduates. Journal of Educational Research, 82(6),
309-319.
Battin-Pearson, S., Newcomb, M. D., Abbott, R. D., Hill, K. G., Catalano, R. F., &
Hawkins, J.D. (2000). Predictors of early high school dropout: A test of five
theories. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(3), 568-582.
Bounds, H. (2006, August). Back-to-school address. Pascagoula High School.
70

Bracey, G. (2000). High stakes testing. In “Education Policy Project CERAI-00-32,
Center for Educational Research, Analysis, and Innovation”, University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee. Retrieved from
www.uwm.edu/Dept/CERAI/documents/archives/00/cerai-00-32.htm on
September 12, 2007.
Bracey, G. W. (2004). Dropping in and dropping out. Phi Delta Kappan, 75, 726-727.
Bridgeland, J. M., Dilulio, J. J., & Morison, K. B. (2006). The silent epidemic:
Perspectives of high school dropouts. Washington, DC: Civic Enterprises, LLC,
in association with Peter D. Hart Research Associates for the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation.
Bryk, A. S., & Thum, Y. M. (1989). The effects of high school organization on dropping
out: An exploratory investigation. American Educational Research Journal,
26(3), 353-383.
Bushweller, K. (2004). Study of exit exams notes failure issues. Education Week, 24(1),
18.
Cairns, R. B., Cairns, B. D., & Neckerman, H. J. (1989). Early school dropout:
Configurations and determinants. Child Development, 60, 1437-1452.
Carnevale, A. P. (1998). Education and training for America’s future. Washington, D.C.:
The Manufacturing Institute.
Christenson, S. L., & Thurlow, M. L. (2004). School dropouts: Prevention considerations,
interventions, and challenges. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 13(1),
36-39.
Clinton, W. (1998). 1998 State of the union address: Full text. Retrieved October 5,
2007, from
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wsrv/politics/special/states/docs/sou98
Coleman, J. S., Campbell, E., Hobson, C., McPartland, J., Mood, A., Weinfield, F. D., &
York, R. (1966). Equality of educational opportunity. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
Coleman, J. S., Campbell, E., Hobson, C., McPartland, J., Mood, A., Weinfield, F. D., &
York, R. (1977). Educational organization and administration. Berkeley, CA:
McCutchan.

71

Dawson, P. (1998). A primer on student grade retention: What the research says.
Communique, 26, 28-30.
Day, J. (1993). U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P25-1104.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Dunn, C., Chambers, D., & Rabren, K. (2004). Variables affecting students’ decision to
drop out of school. Remedial and Special Education, 25(5), 314-323.
Ekstrom, R. B., Goertz, M. E., Pollack, J. M., & Rock, R. D. (1986). Who drops out of
high school and why? Findings of a national study. Teachers College Record, 87,
3576-3730.
Ensminger, M. E., & Slusarcick, A. L. (1992). Path of higher school graduation or
dropout: A longitudinal study of a first-grade cohort. Sociology of Education,
65(1), 95-113.
Entwisle, D., Alexander, K., & Olson, L. (2004). Temporary as compared to permanent
high school dropout. Social Forces, 82(3), 1181-2006.
Fagan, J., & Pabon, E. (1990). Contributions of delinquency and substance use to school
dropout among inner city youths. Youth and Society, 21(3), 306-354.
Fine, M., & Rosenberg, P. (1983). Dropping out of high school: The ideology of school
and work. Journal of Education, 165(4), 257-272.
Firestone, W. A., & Mayrowetz, D. (2000). Rethinking ‘high stakes’: Lesson from the
United States and England and Wales. Teachers College Record, 102(4), 724749.
Fix, S. (2000). Dropouts tied to suspensions. Charleston, SC: The Post and Courier,
4/30/00, Sec. A, p. 12.
Fraenkel J., & Wallen, N. (2006). How to design and evaluate research in education.
Sixth Edition. Boston: McGraw Hill.
Frey, N. (2005). Retention, social promotion, and academic redshirting: What do we
know and need to know? Remedial and Special Education, 26(6), 332-346.
Gastright, J. (1989). Don’t base your dropout program on somebody else’s problem. Phi
Delta Kappan, 70, 3-14.
72

Gay, L. R., Mills, G., & Airasian, P. (2006). Educational research: Competencies for
analysis and applications. 8th Edition. Merrill & Prentice Hall. Upper Saddle
River, NJ.
Gleason, P., & Dynarski, M. (2002). Do we know whom to serve? Issues in using risk
factors to identify dropouts. Journal of Education for Students Placed At Risk,
7(1), 25-41.
Goldschmidt, P., & Wang, J. (1999). When can schools affect dropout behavior? A
longitudinal multilevel analysis. American Educational Research Journal, 36(4),
715-738.
Grayson, T. E., (1998). Dropout prevention and special services. In F. R. Rusch & J. G.
Chadsy (Eds.), Beyond high school: Transition from school to work (pp.77-98).
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Greene, B. I. (1966). Preventing student dropouts. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Griswold, P., & Patterson, J. (1998). Longitudinal patterns of school success among
academically high and low risk tenth graders. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of Mid-West Research Association, Chicago, IL. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 428 088).
Hauser, R., Simmons, S., & Pager, D. (2000). High school dropout, race-ethnicity and
social background from the 1970s to the 1990s. Center for Demography and
Ecology Working Paper No. 2000-12, University of Wisconsin-Madison.
Madison, WI: Sage Publications.
Headden, S. (1997). The Hispanic dropout mystery. U.S. News & World Report, 29
(March 10), 64-75.
Hoff, D. J., Hendrie, C., & Samuels, C.A. (2005). States to get new options on NCLB
law. Education Week, 24(31), 1.
Holmes, C. T., & Matthews, K. M. (1984). The effects of nonpromotion on elementary
and junior high school pupils: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research,
54, 225-236.
Hymel, S., Comfort, C., Schonert-Reichelk, K., & McDougall, P. (1996). Academic
failure and school dropout: The influence of peers. In K. Juvenon & K.E. Wentzel
(Eds.). Social motivation: Understanding children’s school adjustment (pp. 313343). New York: Cambridge University Press.
73

Jackson. G. (1975). The research evidence on the effects of grade retention. Review of
Educational Research, 45, 613-635.
Jacob, B. (2001). Getting tough? The impact of high school graduation exams.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 23(2), 99-121.
Janosz, M., LeBlanc, M., Boulerice, B., & Tremblay, R. E. (1997). Disentangling the
weight of school dropout predictors: A test on two longitudinal samples. Journal
of Youth and Adolescence, 26(6), 733-748.
Janosz, M., LeBlanc, M., Boulerice, B., & Tremblay, R. E. (2000). Predicting different
types of school dropouts : A typological approach with two longitudinal samples.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(1), 171-190.
Jimerson, S., Carlson, E., Rotert, M., Egeland, B., & Sroufe, L. A. (1997). A prospective,
longitudinal study of the correlates and consequences of early grade retention.
Journal of School Psychology, 35, 3-25.
Jimerson, S. R. (1999). On the failure of failure: Examining the association between early
grade retention and education and employment outcomes during late
adolescence. Journal of School Psychology, 37(3), 245-272.
Jimerson, S. R., & Kaufman, A. M. (2003). Reading, writing, and retention: A primer on
grade retention research. The Reading Teacher, 56(7), 622-635.
Jimerson, S. R., Pletcher, S. M., Graydon, K,. Schnurr, B. L, Nickerson, A. B., &
Kundert, D. K. (2006). Beyond grade retention and social promotion: Promoting
the social and academic competence of students. Psychology in the Schools,
43(1), 85-97.
Jones, M. G., Jones, B. D., & Hargrove, T. (2003). The unintended consequences of highstakes testing. Lanham, MD: Roman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.
Kaplan, J., & Luck, E. (1987). The dropout phenomenon as a social problem.
Educational Forum, 47, 41-56.
Karweit, N. L. (1999). Grade retention: Prevalence, timing, and effects. Technical
Report, Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed at Risk.
Baltimore: John Hopkins University.
Kelly, K. (1999, January – February). Retention vs. promotion: Schools search for
alternatives. Harvard Education Letter Research Online. Retrieved September 15,
2007, from http://www.edletter.org/past/issues/1999-jf/retention/shtml
74

MacMillan, D. L. (1991). Hidden youth: Dropouts from special education. Reston, VA:
Council for Exceptional Children.
McCoy, A. R., & Reynolds, A. J. (1999). Grade retention and performance: An extended
investigation. Journal of School Psychology, 37, 273-298.
McGill, E., Natriello, G., & Pallas, A. (1985). Raising standards and retaining students:
the impact of the reform recommendations on potential dropouts. Review of
Educational Research, 55(4), 415-433.
McLaughlin, M. (1990). High school dropouts: How much of a crisis. The Heritage
Foundation, 78(1).
McMillan, J., & Wergin, J. (2006). Understanding and evaluating educational research.
3rd Edition. Merrill & Prentice Hall. Upper Saddle River, NJ.
McMillen, M. M., & Kaufman, P. (1997). Dropout rates in the United States, 1996.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Mensch, B. S., & Kandel, D. B. (1998). Dropping out of high school and drug
involvement. Sociology of Education, 61(1), 95-113.
Merrick, J., McCreery, K., & Brown, J. (1998). Student success in a standards-based
system: Moving beyond social promotion and retention. Sacramento, CA:
Association of California School Administrators.
Mishel, L., & Roy, J. (2006). Accurately assessing high school graduation rates. Phi
Delta Kappan, 88(4), 287- 292.
Mississippi Department of Education State Dropout Prevention Plan. (2007). Retrieved
on December 12, 2007, from http://www.mde.k12.ms.us
Mulrine, A. (2002). Smaller and better: The newest downsizing trend: Shrinking schools
so kids succeed. U.S. News & World Report, 132(10), 38-40.
National Center for Education Statistics. (1993). Dropout rates in the United States:
1992. (NCES 94-464). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Dropout rates in the United States:
1995/executive summary. Retrieved January 15, 2008, from
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs/dp95/97473-0.asp

75

National Center for Education Statistics. (1997). Dropout rates in the United States:
1996. (NCES 94-464). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2000). Dropout rates in the U.S.: 1999.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2001). Dropout rates in the U.S.: 2001.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2001). Statistical analysis report: Dropout
rates in the United States: 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement.
National Center for Education Statistics. (2007). Dropout rates in the U.S.: 2005.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The
imperative for educational reform. Washington, DC: Author.
No Child Left Behind Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301. (2001).
Picklo, D. M., & Christenson, S. L. (2005). Alternatives to retention and social
promotion. Remedial and Special Education, 26(5), 258-268.
Renzulli, J. S., & Park, S. (2000). Gifted dropouts: The who and why. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 44(4), 261-272.
Resnick, M. D., Bearman, P. S., Blum, R. W., Bauman, K. E., Harris, K. M., & Jones, J.
(1997). Protecting adolescents from harm: Findings from the national longitudinal
study on adolescent health. Journal of the American Medical Association, 278,
823-832.
Roberts, S. (1995). Who are we: A portrait of America based on the latest U.S. Census.
New York: McGraw-Hill.
Roderick, M., Jacob, B. A., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). The impact of high-stakes testing in
Chicago on student achievement in promotional gate grades. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 24(4), 333-357.
Rosenbaum, J. (1986). Making inequality: The hidden curriculum of high school
tracking. New York: Wiley.
Rumberger, R. (1983). Dropping out of high school: The influence of race, sex, and
family background. American Educational Research Journal, 20(2), 199-220.
76

Rumberger, R. W. (1987). High school dropouts: A review of issues and evidence.
American Educational Research Journal, 32, 101-121.
Rumberger, R., & Thomas, S. (2000). The distribution of dropout and turnover rates
among urban and suburban high schools. Sociology of Education, 73, 39-67.
Rumberger, R. (2004b). “Why students drop out of school.” In G. Orfield (Ed.), Dropouts
in America: Confronting the graduation rate crisis (pp. 131-155). Cambridge,
MA: Harvard Education Press.
Russo, R. (2003). Statistics for the behavioral sciences: An introduction. New York, NY:
Psychology Press.
Shannon, S., & Bylsma, P. (2003). Helping students finish school: Why students drop out
and how to help them graduate. Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Olympia, WA.
Shepard, L. A., & Smith, M. L. (1989). Flunking grades: Research and policies on
retention. London: Falmer Press.
Shepard, L. A., & Smith, M. L. (1990). Synthesis of research on grade retention.
Educational Leadership, 47, 84-88.
Shriberg, D., & Shriberg, A. B. (2006). High stakes testing and dropout rates. Dissent,
53(4), 76-80.
Silberglitt, B., Jimerson, S., Burns, M., & Appleton, J. (2006). Does the timing of grade
retention make a difference? Examining the effects of early versus later retention.
School Psychology Review, 35(1), 135-141.
Skiba, R., & Peterson, R. (1999, January). The dark side of zero tolerance: Can
Punishment lead to safe schools? Phi Delta Kappan, 80(5), 372-376, 381-382.
Skiba, R., & Peterson, R. (2003). Teaching the social curriculum: School discipline as
instruction. Preventing School Failure, 47(2), 66-73.
Slavin, R. (1996). Key statistics on public elementary and secondary schools and
agencies (EA Publication NO. 92-2152, 251-279). Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Education.

77

Snyder, A. (2004). The impact of high stakes testing on high school students’ decisions to
drop out of school. Doctoral dissertation, Virginia Commonwealth University.
Retrieved February 1, 2008, from ProQuest Digital Dissertations database.
(Publication No. AAT 3160748).
Spadafore, J. J. (2006). An in-depth look at dropouts through the perceptions of teachers
in the Pittsburgh public school. Doctoral dissertation, Pepperdine University.
Retrieved April 4, 2008, from ProQuest Digital Dissertations database.
(Publication No. AAT 3239923).
Suhyun, S., Suh, J., & Houston, I. (2007). Predictors of categorical at-risk high school
dropouts. Journal of Counseling & Development, 85, 196-203.
Sutter, L. (2007). The effect of extracurricular activities on the high school dropout rate
of St. Louis County special education students. Doctoral dissertation, Capella
University. Retrieved April 5, 2008, from ProQuest Digital Dissertations
database. (Publication No. AAT 3278281).
Swanson, C. B. (2006). High school graduation in Texas: Independent research to
understand and combat the graduation crisis. Bethesda, MD: Editorial Projects
in Education.
Thomas, V. G. (2000). Ending social promotion: Help or hindrance? Kappa Delta Pi
Record, 37(1), 30-32.
Thompson, C. L., & Cunningham, E. K. (2000). Retention and social promotion:
Research and implications for policy (Report No. EDO-UD-00-0). Washington,
DC: Office of Educational Research and Improvement. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED449241)
U.S. Department of Education (1998). A response to the Hispanic dropout project.
Retrieved November 15, 2007, from
http://www.ncbe.gwu.ed/miscpus/used/hdp/improving.html
U.S. Department of Education (1999). Taking responsibility for ending social promotion:
A guide for educators and state and local leaders. Washington, D.C.: Author.
U.S. Department of Education (2002). Twenty-third annual report to Congress on the
implementation of Public Law 101-476: The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, Washington, DC: Author.
U.S. Department of Education. (2003). Dropout rates in the United States 1999.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
78

U.S. Department of Education. (2007). Numbers and rates of public high school
dropouts: School year 2004-05. Washington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics.
U.S. Department of Labor (1995). Current population survey. Washington, DC: Bureau
of Labor Statistics.
Vickers, A. L. (2007). A multiple regression analysis producing a predictive model to
identify male high school dropouts. Doctoral dissertation, The George
Washington University. Retrieved January 6, 2008, from ProQuest Digital
Dissertations database. (Publication No. AAT 3276566).
Wagner, M. (1991). Dropouts with disabilities: What do we know? What can we do? A
report from the National Longitudinal Transition Study of Special Education
Students. Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.
Wells, S., Bechard, S., & Hamby, J. (1989). How to identify at-risk students. A Series of
Solutions and Strategies, 2, 1-6. Clemson, S.C.: National Dropout Prevention
Center.
Woods, G. C. (1995). Reducing the dropout rate. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory. Retrieved from
http://www.nwrel.org/scpd/sirs/9/c017.html on August 30, 2007.

79

APPENDIX A
PERMISSION LETTER TO SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT

80

81

APPENDIX B
APPROVAL LETTER FROM SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT

82

83

APPENDIX C
APPROVAL LETTER FROM MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY IRB

84

85

